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been a client in the system described in Mano. Moreover, the Examiner does not explain how 
the GUI allegedly is, or is part of, a client device. 

Further, even if it could be understood by one skilled in the art that the "nodes" referred 
to in Lawande could refer to a client device, there is still no teaching or suggestion that the 
control display window or GUI described in Mano is a client device or a component thereof. 

Yet further, in the second paragraph of the Response to Arguments section, the Examiner 
appears to focus on the purpose of the signal allegedly sent to the display device. However, even 
if, assuming arguendo, said signal does indicate an operational state of a server device (as the 
Examiner alleges), said signal is not received by a client device , as discussed above and as 
reflected in claim 1. 

At least based on the foregoing, Applicant maintains that claim 1 is patentably 
distinguishable over the applied references, either alone or in combination. 

Applicant submits that dependent claims 2-4, 8, and 9 are patentable at least by virtue of 
there dependency from independent claim 1. 

Further, with respect to dependent claim 2, Applicant maintains that the applied 
references, either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest at least that, "the client device 
establishes said communication channel with respect to the server devices by periodic polling in 
the step (a)," as recited in claim 2. 

Applicant submits that independent claims 5, 6, and 7 are patentable at least for reasons 
similar to those set forth above with respect to claim 1. With respect to dependent claims 10 and 
11, Applicant submits that these claims are patentable at least by virtue of their dependencies 
from independent claim 6. 



3 



